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that the little he had then stated would be sufficient
to show, that the homily was not the production of
Athanasius, and that all persons of learning, WHO WERE
DESIROUS OF THE TRUTH, would freely agree with him;
nor was he in this expectation disappointed; for very
many persons expressed their agreement with him, con-
gratulating him on separating legitimate from spurious
children. He then states the arguments which the
Benedictine editors adopted after him, and which we
need not repeat. But he also urges this fact, that
though Cyril had the works of Athanasius in his
custody, and though both the disputing parties ran-
sacked every place for sentiments of Athanasius coun-
tenancing their tenets, yet neither at Ephesus nor at
Chalcedon was this homily quoted, though it must have
altogether driven Eutyches and Nestorius from the
field, so exact are its definitions and statements on the
points then at issue. Baronius then adds, that so far
from reversing the judgment which he had before
passed against the genuineness of this homily, he was
compelled in justice to declare his conviction, that it
could not have been written till after the heresy of the
Monothelites had been spread abroad. This we know
would fix its date, at the very earliest, subsequently to the
commencement of the SEVENTH century, three hundred
years after Athanasius attended the Council of Nice.
Among the last sentiments of Baronius in this letter,
is one which implies a principle worthy of Christian
wisdom, and which can never be neglected without
injury to the cause of truth. "These sentiments
concerning Athanasius I do not think are affirmed with
any detriment to the Church; for the Church does
not suffer a loss on this account; who being the pillar